The author who sits on an editorial board received a request from that journal's publisher that articles which were submitted to them contain at least five references to that journal. The publisher stated that this request was common practice. A simple three-question, yes/no survey on AISWorld yielded overwhelming consensus that this journal self-citation practice is neither common, nor appropriate, nor ethical. The survey results are presented. In addition, a large number of respondents sent messages discussing their responses. The 21 papers that follow this introductory article are the result of a request to expand responses into short articles for CAIS. Many of the papers are based on solid analysis while others are detailed expositions of points of view. The papers are divided into four groups: analysis of impact factors (an important consideration), responses from editors, discussions of ethics, and analyses of related issues. Based on the responses, this article argues that the request for journal self-citation is a form of "payola" (pay to play) that is ethically inappropriate. The article is also an example of using the "wisdom of crowds" (Surowiecki 2004) as an alternative way to understand phenomena.
I. INTRODUCTION The Impetus
In February, I posted a short survey on AISWorld about a requirement set forth by the publisher of Journal X that articles published in that journal should contain at least five references to previous articles in that journal. This technique is known as journal self-citation. I asked for yes or no answers to three questions:
Question 1: Is this practice common? Question 2: Is it appropriate? Question 3: Is it ethical?
The results were overwhelming: 126 responses, almost all within the first 48 hours on a U.S. holiday weekend. Furthermore, 97 of the respondents added substantive comments.
1 Obviously, the questions hit a nerve in the global information systems (IS) community. Although the questions were asked in yes/no form, some people chose to submit extensive text as well.
1. The mode was NO to all three questions.
2. Not everyone answered every question. That explains the approximately 10 percent in the "did not answer specifically" column.
3. For "Is it common?" the usual answer was no. Of the 31 who said yes, 18 described experiences in which they were asked to add journal self-citations.
4. The ethical issue also showed strong consensus. The interesting answers are the ones that said yes, maybe, and questionable or debatable.
Be aware that this poll is unscientific from every aspect. Yet I believe it provides significant information on where the IS community stands on the issue.
The Origins of this Special Set of Papers
The large number of detailed survey responses led me to ask professor Ilze Zigurs, the editor in chief of Communications of the Association for Information Systems (CAIS), whether the journal would be interested in publishing a series of short papers on the subject. She agreed and hence this special set of papers. The idea is analogous to a set of 12 papers that appeared in CAIS in 2003 under the series title "The Core of the IS Field." The impetus was an article by Benbasat and Zmud [2002] .
I invited a number of people who had submitted detailed, substantive discussions to the AISWorld survey to respond. Each was asked to write an article of approximately five pages. As you will see, 20 submitted papers are included in this special set of papers.
Diversity of the Authors
The authors of the papers include prestigious LEO and AIS Fellows, faculty, graduate students, a pure researcher, and three senior people in industry. They come from throughout the world (Australia, Canada, Denmark, Hong Kong, Slovenia, Sweden, Taiwan, the United Kingdom, and the United States). They encompass a range of ages and hence see the problem from different perspectives depending on where they are in their career. Thus, I believe the authors are a representative cross section of the people in our field.
Diversity of Methods
The methodologies used are also diverse. They include (in alphabetical order) bibliographic analysis, empirical survey, game theory, stakeholder analysis, statistical analysis, and systems thinking. Some papers are pure opinion.
How the Papers are Organized
The papers plus my own conclusions follow. The responses are divided into four groups:
1. Impact factors: Five papers that are intrigued by the (perhaps assumed) intent to manipulate journal ratings by journal self-referencing. Four of the five articles are by journal editors. In addition, I asked a colleague who had been involved in the use of Impact Factors when they were in their infancy to write an article that puts these factors into perspective. 
Ethical issues:
10 quantitative and qualitative responses about the ethical issues involved.
Additional considerations:
Three papers on related issues.
Although inevitably some papers could fall into two groups, I put each paper in only one group.
Section II describes the lessons I learned personally from the papers. Section III proposes a solution to the problem. Section IV summarizes some of the key ideas that were found and Section V introduces each of the 21 papers through a use of all or part of their abstract or conclusion.
II. WHAT I LEARNED
With 21 papers on a single topic, almost all facets of journal self-referencing are discussed at some level of detail. As I read through all of them, I came to three major conclusions:
1. The request for journal self-citation is a form of payola, or as it is known today, "pay to play."
2. All systems are competitive [Good and Machol 1957] . It's an old adage, The publisher's request is an example.
3. The concept of the "Wisdom of Crowds" [Surowiecki 2004 ] applies in two ways: in the results obtained and as a different way of doing research.
In the subsections that follow, I examine these three conclusions in inverse order. In addition, in the conclusions section I offer a possible solution for consideration by readers, editors, and publishers.
The Wisdom Of Crowds
In 2004 James Surowiecki, the long time business columnist for The New Yorker Magazine, published a seminal book titled The Wisdom of Crowds. His key argument was that large groups of people are smarter than individuals in such diverse areas as solving problems, innovation, decision making, and predicting the future. What is fascinating to me is that Surowiecki's idea also offers a new way of doing research. The sidebar summarizes the idea.
RESEARCH BY USING THE WISDOM OF CROWDS
A typical research paper in IS is written by a solitary author staring at his/her screen, describing experimentation or theory. Sometimes the authors form a small (two to four person) group but they come out with a single, agreed upon solution. People read the paper (assuming it is accepted), think about it, and some write a response, an elaboration, or a completely different viewpoint. The turnaround time to the next publication on the subject is sometimes a year but usually much longer. The field moves at a glacial pace.
Yet there are issues, such as the one discussed here, that really require much quicker turnaround and more than a single viewpoint. That is, people should look at the multiple facets of the problem before the community can come to a conclusion. Looking at multiple facets is quite hard for most individuals, particularly over a short period of time.
Here is where the Wisdom of Crowds comes in. A lot of people, in our case working in parallel, examine the problem quite quickly and apply their methodologies and ideas to it. They also uncover a huge amount of prior literature, much of it not known to the individual researcher. The result, for journal selfreferencing and perhaps for many other conundrums, is that the problem is explored broadly and quite quickly. At this point, if the answer is not self evident, the lone, brilliant scholar (or doctoral student, for that matter) should be able to synthesize what should be done or what the true state(s) of nature are.
All Systems Are Competitive
Before the term systems engineering was used in computer science it was used to refer to large man/machine systems such as air traffic control and telephone networks. The original book on the subject [Goode and Machol 1957] contained four rules about such systems, of which the last was:
All systems are competitive.
That is, no matter how many safeguards (i.e., security) you apply, someone will always try to beat the system. Today we talk about "gaming the system."
The publisher's request for journal self-citations is, in my mind and that of some of the other authors, a prima facie example of gaming the system.
Pay to Play
Payola was a term invented around 1960 to refer to record companies paying a disc jockey to play their records on the air. Today, we talk about politicians and others requiring some form of payment to do favors, be they campaign contributions or bribes. The most visible recent case is that of Governor Blagojevich of Illinois when filling a Senate seat. In the present instance, the journal and publisher involved told authors that they must cite references to be published. In other words, pay to play.
III. A PROPOSED SOLUTION: "TO DIG DEEPER"
Pay to play is perhaps the key ethical issue in asking authors to add journal self-citations. As professionals we believe that it is not our role, in effect, to march around the communications commons wearing a walking billboard advertising the journal. We are not shills.
Related Articles, followed by the titles and bibliographic reference of related articles. For example, Information Week and Scientific American do so.
The details of what and where such information is presented would depend on the journal. For example, if the accepting associate editor for an article explains why the article is important, this information could be included there. Many other arrangements are feasible. But the basic principle is to separate the work of the author from the billboard.
IV. SUMMARY OF PAPERS
As you will see, each of the 21 papers in this special set takes a different approach to journal self-citation. Yet a belief that runs through almost all of them is that the journal's impact factor rating is at the heart of the issue.
Following is a summary of the wisdom of the IS crowd:
1. Impact factors, created by Thomson Reuters Scientific (originally known as ISI), are important metrics in the discussion. Therefore, several authors applied bibliometric and statistical techniques to examine the volatility of these metrics when comparing results with and without journal self-citation.
2. Some journals request journal self-citations in an effort to increase the journal's impact factor. However, ISI publishes impact factors both with and without journal self-citation. While the former are increased, the impact factor scores without journal self-citation are not. But the latter are harder to find in the published data.
3. The AIS Code of Research Conduct, agreed to by all who publish in AIS journals, was examined to determine how it applies to journal self-citation. These researchers argue that it does.
4. Authors and editors generally (but not always) offer different viewpoints. Authors generally see self-citation requirements as inappropriate and not ethical, whereas some editors see self-citation as a way of attracting readers and perhaps increasing their journal's impact factor.
5. There is a circular situation here. People seek to publish their work in journals with a high impact factor because that is considered desirable by tenure and promotion committees (such committees confuse impact factor of the journal and quality of the paper). Such journals receive a reputation for quality and an increase in submissions results. Since journals work with finite resources, they cannot expand the number of papers they publish quickly. If their size is limited by budgets then, as their input climbs, they accept an ever smaller proportion of the number of papers submitted. However, that is considered a good thing because impact factors increase as the selectivity of the journal (measured by percent rejected) increases. The irony is that people are submitting to journals where they are ever more likely to be declined (there's always hope). The journals themselves are stretched ever thinner in trying to find referees for papers, since good referees are an extremely scarce resource. The journal takes a longer and longer time between when a paper is received and when it is accepted, and even longer to actually publish. The poor authors, who make the mistake of submitting to a leading journal that declined them, must rewrite the paper slightly and send it to a new journal. At that point, the cycle begins again. When offering the paper sequentially to several journals is required to publish a paper, years can elapse. Of course, by that time the paper is likely obsolete and may never find a home.
These and other problems raised by journal self-citation are discussed in the individual papers.
Order of the Papers
The papers in this special set (and their abstracts) are presented in four groups:
1. Analysis of impact factors and their role 2. Views of journal editors
Authors' views of the ethics involved
Additional considerationsWithin each group, papers are listed alphabetically by first author. For multiple authors, the first author is not necessarily the person who led the effort for the paper.
Impact Factors
Of the 21 papers, five analyzed the Thomson-Reuters impact factors. These are original research papers, some done in a short period of time, while others (e.g., Holsapple, Romano) reflect long term research streams. Of the five papers in this category, four are written by people who also edit journals. A sixth paper by Drew, at the end of this series, looks at impact factors from a historical perspective. 
Journal Editors
In addition to the four journal editors included in the previous section, two other editors, Murray Jennex and Raghav Rao, responded. Both see problems and merit in journal self-citation.
Murray E. Jennex: Building a Body of Knowledge This article accepts that it is unethical to require a set number but takes the position that there are several ethical and necessary reasons for editors to require additional relevant citations/references. The arguments presented are from the perspective of a journal editor-in-chief.
Onook Oh and H. 
Ethical Issues
The 10 papers in this section deal with various aspects of the ethics of the journal self-citation problem. 
Additional Considerations
This group of three papers center on additional professional aspects of the journal self-citation problem. Specifically, they consider issues of plagiarism and self-plagiarism, determining the "fit" of a paper to a journal, and the implications of inappropriate citations on bibliographic measures of productivity. 
V. CONCLUDING REMARKS
I am incredibly impressed by the papers that were contributed to this special set. The contributors were asked for an opinion piece. All presented a solid analysis, often using the techniques of our field.
A few who were asked to contribute could not respond on the short timeline because their plate was full with end of semester or personal problems. Each is being asked to contribute a letter to the editor once the papers are published.
In addition, I invite each of you who read this special set of papers also to write a letter to the editor. The discussion is far from finished.
